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4/2/71 




It is now 3 p.m. , and except for taking ray wife to work, whence I must soon i&txim 
retrieve her, and a hasty glonc* at the pap^r, I've done nothing but memos and letters 
-ill da^/. if'rom this. I i\op<* you can understand that my response, to j^u r interesting 
memo of 3/31/71 need be brief* 



l'ou do nor. 3 tat a any single purpose, so I assume you had none and were 
merely exrjirlninc items of evidence no mors directly relatoc in your mind fciian any 
other inch items. 



In each case what you report is interest, and the project in itself was worth- 
while if only to record what you have. r rom a y limited knowledge of offset pho to^raphy, 
your description of th'* jviper is not typical of the kind used in it, which is heavier 
than averts. aIso, generally th* earners builds in a screnn you do not report, 
nocea iury in pJioto^ngruving. Because we know of no access Oswald haa to how <1 
film processing, I can offer no explanation of tlvo odd sizes of paper used* These 
are consistent with using up scraps* 

Because I liave never believe and never seen any reason to credit thw notion 
that LHO shot at Valter 9 I've paid scant attention to this aspect. It is inherently 
without credibility. 

I do not recall whether I «v®r rzwUtat knew slfpiificanoe of the "P" markings* 
One thing that coinea immediately to mind is that thos« pictures with those numbers 
may be copies made for us** in an Interrogation, as of a person whose lact nuia** begins 
with "P", Paino being the most obvious. 

Your assessment that sone seem to be commercial prints is, I think, beyond 
question. Assuming this, end noting the diffecimces in proprotiona, liave you con- 
sidered how many could }iave been taken with cameras that can be linked to 1110? 

Whether or not these am contacts or slight enlargements wo may not be able to Know, 
hence "proportions". 

In the past I've spent some time on CE 5 and one you do not mention, a similar but 
different one in the Walker Exhibits, of a similar but different car in that apjrorLmate 
position. There are ways of holding and looking at this picture that makes on<j wondor 
if it in a double exposure. 

With regard to th^ whole, if accounted for as ^ike suggests, would this spac* 
be white or black 1 / Cjjuld it be black beaus'* tho entire thing wan copiod while mounted 
on a piece of black paper C where or not ahdaring?)? In the original you saw I realize 
it is a h ole, but I wouder why thj copying wae» with a black, regular background. If 
this hole was made as io ike conjectures, it is a remarkable coincidence and not, seem- 
ingly, after having oenn mounted as the others seam to have been. Your as suitt pi on that 
PI of CE 3 seems to have been printed from the same negative seemswarranted. Could one 
(|lso not assume that PI was cut to its shape rather than printed that way? There is a 
similar crease between P4 and P3 in CE 4 . 



However, if this had been pasted to a sheet of paper no thicker than the 
average yellow pad, do you think that photpaper would have yielded first? 

tour comment ou the quality of this photo is warranted by the print they made 
for me, from the printed copy. It is much more the case with Walker 3 Vth© original of 
which you might want to check, for this has a strange and unlikely proportion, suggesting 



s 



133 A ic B- can you buy the notion that not until 1968 did the FBI conduct a 
fingerprint examination of this these) so-oft«n handled pictures? I c an*t. But I do 
hav-s prints made fron the najativeo for am before, that date and I have studied them 
often and carefully. I also cot a set for Fred hewcomb, some of whose work I agree with. 
I also disagree with sons and have opinions he does not dtffer. u e did his original 
work on these for me. The rapt of ulmt you say, witn one exception is correct- There 
is a negative of 133 A, but it wa< jaada by t h* FBI from ths ordinal orint. Sorry you 
didn^t vxdiUvos th» deformity or the illusion of deformity in the hand, i'uid hers you 
ma-ce no reference to blotches, although they do exist. And seem as those you describe, 
to be of ink. 

Can you consider tha t ns JFB original report on the jacket of th* Walkor bullet 
may be careles ness, a comon-referonce type of tiling? While this can also be true of the 
calibre, it in not as liiely to be. 

Your inference that this is a substitute bullet need not om far out, especially 
with thii niujii m a r kin ;;, for tlut would require dirty-work by hay only, and vlio is 
therfc willing to d::c^ara that impossible? liowov^r, X dsi^^reo with your qualification. 

If there wits any substitution, I n d assume it was not other than deliberate, r^xardless 
of any tiling rise. It tako-i mor* than "characteristics", however, for this to be a 
conscious duplication of the alleged Oswald rifle. Uaiibre, for on* thine, Any number 
of different rifles have similar cliaractoristics , as tho munbrr and direction of grooves, 
etc. Thr.t Day did with fin^roriilts and what he refused to do can be questioned. 

All wry interesting. 
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